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DICKSON COUNTY SCHOOLS APR 5 - 2007

817 North Charlotte Street
Dickson, TN 37055

FCC - MAILROOM
CC Docket No. 02-6
Requestfor Review
RE: Appeal of Reduced Funding of Telephone Service and Internet Service for

Dickson County School District

Date: March 29, 2007

Funding Commitment Report Dated 02/06/2007
Applicant Name: Dickson County School District
Form 471 Application Number: 527252

Billed Entity Number: 128215

Funding Request Number: 1454600 and 1454665
Funding Year: 2006 (Year 9)

Appeal Reauest: Telephone Service FRN# 1454800 and Internet Service FRN
#1454665 was denied. We wish to appeal this denial based on the SLD's circumstance
regarding clarifying an SLD error and providing documentation to correct an incorrect
assumption based on Appeal Decision DA 06-1653 and FCC Order FCC 07-37 (see
attached). We sent the attached appeal letter to the SLD and our request was denied
without request for any further information. Our denial was based on the fact that our
district didn’t prove the creation date of our technology plan. However, we were not
asked for any additional information so that we could prove the creation date.

The Appeal Decision Letter explanation states:
“The technology plan you submitted was created October 2006 which comes
after the Form 471 filing date of February 15.2006. On appeal you provide an
authorized letter stating the district's technology plan was approved June 28,
2006. However, this still does not prove that the technology plan was created at
the time the Form 470 was filed. Therefore, the appeal is denied.”

Applicant Explanation:

We believe the SLD erred in that an incorrect assumption was made by the SLD in
reviewing information provided to PIA questions.

We would like to clarify the information previously sentto the SLD. Attached is a copy of
the approval letter from the State showing that we had a technology plan approved from
July 1, 2006 through June 30,2009. Also attached is a copy of the technology plan that
was approved by the State for this time period. This technology plan was created prior
to the posting of any of Dickson County School District's Form 470sfor the 2006 year.

No. of Copias rec’d O
LstABCDE




Relief Reauested

We request that the application be funded in full for $249,123.12 given that we did have
a correctly approved technology pian and followed all of the requirements.

In addition to the above, we are also available to provide any additional clarification
needed. | look forward to your resolution of this appeal and am available to answer any
other questions you may have. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Charlie Daniel

Director of Schools
Dickson County District
Phone: 615-446-7571
cdaniel@dcbe.org

Contact Information:

Pat Semore

Dickson County School District
817 N Charlotte Street
Dickson. TN 37055-1008
615-446-7571 ext. 15000
psemore@dcbe.org

Fax R1R_7A0_5904




Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

Administrator's Decision on Appeal = Funding Year 2006-2007

March 20,2007

Charlie Daniel

Dickson County Schools
817 MNorth Charlotte Street
Dickson, TN 37055

Re: Applicant Name: DICKSON COUNTY SCHOOLDISTRICT
Billed Entity Number: 128215
Form 471 Application Number: 527252
Funding Request Number(s): 1454600,1454665
Your Correspondence Dated: February 12,2007

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2006 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission(FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Request Numbez(s): 1454600; 1454665
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

e Upon thorough review of the appeal letter and supportingdocumentation, it was
determined that you did not have a technology plan that covers Funding Year
2006-2007. In the SRIR response provided to BUSAC on May 24,2006, Pat
Semore provided a copy of the Tennessee Comprehensive System-wide Plan and
the current technology plan covering years 2003to 2006. The Selective Reviewer
senta follow up on January 11,2007, requesting a copy of the current technology
plan covering Funding Year 2006-2007 and the creation date of the plan. In
response to the Selectivereviewer inquiry dated January 11,2007, Mr. Semore
submitted a copy of the technology plan covering 2006 to 2010 and stated that the
plan was created October 2006. According to guidelinesset forth by the FCC, a
technology plan must be written at the time the Form 470 or Form 471 is filed.
The technology plan you submitted was created October 2006 which comes after

Box 125 - CorrespondenceUnit, 80$outh Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit US anline at: www.sl.universalservice.org




the Form 471 filing date of February 15,2006. On appeal, you provide an
authoiized letter stating the district's technology plan was approved June 28,
2006. However, this still docs not prove that the technology plan was created at
the time the Form 470 or Form 471 is filed. Therefore, the appeal is denied.

e Onyour Form 471, you certified that the recipients of products and/or service
were covered by an individual and/or higher-level technology plan and that the
technology plan had been approved or was in the process of being approved.
During the review of your application, USAC requested that you provide a copy
of your technology plan and you submitted a current technology plan covering
years 2006 to 2010. Your technology plan covering the 2006 Funding Year failed
to meet program requirements because it was created after posting your Form
471.

» Your Form 471 requested funding for products and/or services other than basic
local and long distance telephone service. FCC Rules require applicants to certify
that the entities receiving products and/or services other than basic telephone
service are covered by an individual and/or higher-level technology plan that has
been, or is in the process of being approved. 47 C.F.R. sec. 54.504(c)(1)(iv) and
(v); See Schools and Libraries Universal Service, Services Ordered and
Certification Form, OMB 3060-0806 Block 6, Item 26 (FCC Form 471).

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisionsto either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied in
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Fusther information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure”
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, B0 South Jefferson Road, Whippany. New Jersey 07481
Visit US online at; www.sl.universalservice.org




Charlie Daniel

Dickson County Schools
817 North Charlotte Street
Dickson, TN 37055

Billed Entity Number:
Form 471 Application Number:

Form 486 Application Number:

128215
527252




Federal Commmunications Commission DA 06-1653

Before tlie
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Requests for Review of Decision of the
Universal Service Administrator by

School Administrative District 67

Lincoln, Maine File No. SLD-457458

)
)
Schools and Libraries Universal Service }  CC Docket No. 02-6
Support Mechanism }

Adopted: August 18,2006 Released: August 18,2006
By the Deputy Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau:
L INTRODUCTION

I In this Order, we grant a request by School Administrative District 67 (the District) for
review ofa decision by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) reducing its funding
from the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism (also known as the E-rate program)
because USAC determined that its approved technology plan did not cover all of funding year {FY}
2005." For the reasons set forth below. we grant the District's Request for Review and remand the
underlying application to USAC for further consideration consistent with this Order.

Il BACKGROUND

2. The E-rate program penmits eligible schools, libraries, and consortia that include eligible
schools and libraries to apply for funding in the form of discounts on eligible telecommunications
services, Internet access. and internal connections." The Commission requires participating schools and
libraries lo base their requests for discounts on an approved technology plan,” unless they are seeking
discounts only on telecommunications services." Specifically. to ensure that applicants make appropriate

‘See Letter from David Theoharides, Mattanawcook Junior High School, School Administrative District 67. CC
Docket No. 02-6 (filed Jan. 1, 2006) (Request for Review). Section 54.719(c) of the Commission's rules provides
that any person aggrieved by an action taken by a division of the Administratormay seek review from the
Comumission. 47 C.F.R.§ 54.719(c). Funding Year 2005 started on July |. 2005 and ended on June 30,2006.

4 CFR. §§ 54.501-54,503.

“ld. 8§ 54.504(b)2)(1ii)-(iv), 54.508; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket NO. 96-45, Report
andt Order, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9077. para. 572 (1997) (Universal Service Ordery (Subsequent history omitted).

"47 C.F.R.§ 54.504(b)}(2)(iv); Universal Service Administrative Company, Eligible ServicesList,
hitp://www.universalservice.org/_res/documents/sl/pdffels_archive/2006-cligibie-services-list.pdf (dated Nov. 18,
2005) (2006 Eligibte Services List) ("'If submitting [an] application ONLY Ior single line voice services¢l.ocal,
Cellutar/PCS, and/or long distance telephone service),applicants are not required to developa Technology Plan.
Applicantsapplying for other products or services. including PBX .key system, Cenirex System,or similar
technology are requived to developa Technology Plan.");see also Requestfor Review of the Decision of the

]
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decisions regarding the services for which they seek discounts, applicants must develop a technology plan
prior to requesting bids on services through FCC Form 470.° In addition, to ensure that the plans arc
based on the reasonable needs and resources of the applicants and are consistent with the goals of the
program, the technology plans must be independently approved by a state agency or other specified
entity.” Applicants whose technology plans have not been approved whex they file FCC Form 470 must
certify that they understand their technology plans must he appeoved prior to the commencement of
service.” They also must confirm, in FCC Form 486, that their plan was approved before they began
receiving services?

3. The District requests rcvicw of USAC’s decision to reduce the District's funding from
the E-rate program because USAC determined that the District's technology plan did not cover all of FY
2005 (July 1,2005through June 30,2006). The District asserts that it had an approved technology plan
in place through June 30, 2006.” When USAC asked for a copy of its technology plan, however, the
District provided a link to a website that contained a copy of its 2002-2008 technology plan {i.e., the plan
that was in effect at the time of USAC's request).”™ According to the District, USAC agreed that the
District could provide a copy of its ""current**technology plan and, in subsequent requests for additional
information, USAC never asked why the District provided a copy of its technology plan for 2002-2005
rather than its technology plan for 2005-2006."" The District claims that it **could have easily sent
[USAC] the plan [USAC] wanted covering 2005-2G06 which had been approved by the State of Maine
had [USAC] asked.™'® The District provided a copy of its approved technology plan for FY 2005 with its
appeal to USAC and with its appeal to the Commission."’

118 DISCUSSION

4, Based on the specific facts presented here, we grant the District's Request for Review.
We find that the District satisfied our requirements in sections 54 .504(v)(2)(iii) and 54.508(c) to develop
and obtain approval of a teclinology plan for FY 2005." We note that USAC reduced the District's E-rate

Universai Service Administrator by United Talmudical Academy, Federal-Slate Joint Board on Universat Service,
Changes io the Board of Directers OF the National Exchange Cnrrier Association, CC Docket Nos. 9645, 97-21,
Order, 16 FCC Red 18812, 18816, para. 11 {2001).

47 CFR. § 54.504(b) 23D,
®1d. § 54.508(d); Universal Service Order, 12 FCC at 9078, para. 574. See also Universal Service Administrative
Company, Technotogy Plans, hitpu/www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/ (last modified Jan. 6,2006).

47 C.F.R. §§ 54.504(b)(2)(iii}-(iv), 54.508(c); see alse Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support
Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Fifth Report and Order and Order, 19 FCC Red 15808, 15826-30, para. 56 (2004)
{Fifth Report and Order). Applicants whose technology plans have not been approved when they file FCC Form
471 once again certify that they understand their technology plans must be approved prior © the commencement of
service. 47 C.F.R. §§ 34.304(c){ DH{1v)-(v).

*47 C.F.R.§ 54.508(c).

"Request for Review at |

Yd.

“Id.

i,

PSee generally Request for Review.

“See 47 CFR. §§ 54.504(0)(2)(1i1), 54.508(¢)
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funding not because the District failed to develop and obtain approval of a technology plan, but because
the District provided USAC with a copy of tlie wrong technology plan. This error resulted from a
miscommunication between USAC and the District. Although applicants must make every effort to
ensure that the documentation they file with USAC complies with E-rate program requirements and
requests by USAC for additional information, we remind USAC that it has an obligation to conduct a
reasonable inquiry into tlie filings arid materials that USAC itself has in its possession.'> Moreover, we
find that the actions we take here to provide relief from these types of errors in the application process
will promote the statutory requirements Of section 254(h) of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, by helping to ensure that eligible schools and [ibraries actually obtain access to discounted
telecommunications and information services.“ We therefore conclude that a reduction in the District’s
E-rate funding is unwatranted and contrary to tlie public interest. We grant the District’s Request for
Review and remand its application to USAC for further consideration consistent with this Order.

5. Toensure that this Request for Review is resolved expeditiously, we direct USAC to
complete its review of the District’s application and issue anaward or a denial based a1 a complete
review and analysis 110 later than 60 calendar days from release of this Order. If, on remand, USAC
determines that it needs additional information to process the application, USAC shall permit the District
lo provide the information within 15 calendar days of receiving notice in writing from USAC that
additional information is required.”

Iv. ORDERING CLAUSES

6. ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4
and 254 of tlie Communications Act of 1934,as amended, 47 U.S.C.§§ 151-154 and 254, and pursuant 1o
authority delegated in sections 0.91,0.291, and 54.722(a) of the Conimission’s rules, 47 C.F.R.§§ 0.91,
0.291,and 54.722(a), that the Request for Review filed by School Administrative District 67 1S
GRANTED.

7. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained i sections 1-4 and 254
of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C.§§ 151-154 and 254, and pursuant 1o
authority delegated in sections 0.91, 0.291, and 54.722(a} of the Conimission’s rules. 47 C.F.R. $90.91,
0.291, and 54.722(a), that tlie application associated with tlie Request for Review filed by School
Administrative District 67 IS REMANDED to USAC for further consideration in accordance with the
terms of this Order.

&, IT ISFURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4 and 254
of tlie Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154 and 254, and pursuant to
authority delegated in sections 0.91and 0.291 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.91and 0.291,

“Reguestsfor Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by Pasadena Unified School Distrier,
Schools and Libraries Universal So-vice Support Mechanism, File Nos. SLD-199355 ¢ ad., CC Docket No. 02-6,
Order, DA 05-4886, para. 9 (Wireline Comp. Bur. rei. Peb. 28, 2008); . f. Requests for Review of the Derision of the
Universal Sei-vice Administrator by Bishop Perry Middle School, et al., Schools and Libraries Universal Seivice
Support Mechanism, File Nos. SLD-487170 et ai., CC Docket No. 026, Order, PCC 06-54 (rel. May {9, 2006)
(directing USAC to identify and allow applicants to cure errors related to FCC Forin 470 and FCC Form 471 filings
and to enhance outreach to applicants in order to avoid clerical, ministerial, and procedural errors).

47 U.S.C. § 254(h)

""The District will be presumed to have received notice five days after Such notice is postmarked by USAC. USAC,
however, shall continue to work beyond the 15 days with the District if the Districtattempts in good faith lo provide
correct information
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that USAC SHALL COMPLETE its review of the application associated with the Request for Review
Filed by School Administrative District 67 and ISSUE an award or a denial based on a complete review
and analysis no later than 60 calendar days from release of this Order.

9. IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BE EFFECTIVE upon release
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Julie A. Veach
Deputy Chief
Wireline Competition Bureau
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of )

)
Requests for Review or Waiver of Decisions of ;
the Universal Service Administrator by

)
Brownsville Independent School District }  File Nos.SLD-482620, et /.
Brownsville, TX, et af. )

)
Schools and Libraries Universal Service ) CC Docket No. ¢2-6
Support Mechanism )

ORDER

Adopted: March 22,2007 Released: March 28,2007

By the Commission: Commissioner M¢Dowell issuing a statement
1 INTRODUCTION

1. In this Order, we giant appeals by 32 schools and libraries (collectively, Petitioners) of
decisions by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) that reduced or denied them
funding from the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism (also known as the E-rate
program).” Specifically, we waive, in part, our technology plan tules and remand the underlying
applications to USAC for further consideration consistent with this Order. To ensure that the remanded
applications are resolved expeditiously, we direct USAC to complete its review of each application listed
in the Appendix, and issue an award or a denial based on a complete review and analysis, no later than 90
calendar days from release of this Order. In addition, beginning with applications for Funding Year 2007,
we direct USAC to enhance its cutreach effotts as described herein to better inform applicants of the
technology plan requireinents and to provide applicants with a 15-day opportunity to provide correct
technology plan documentation.’

‘Section 54.71%(c) of the Commission’s rules provides that any person aggrieved by an action taken by a division of
the Administrator may seek review from the Commission. 47 C.F.R.§ 54.719(c). In this Order, we use the term
“appeals” to refer generically to the requests for review or waiver listed in the Appendix.

USAC determined that Petitioners’ funding requests were not supponed by an approved technology plan In three
instances, USAC granted the Petitioner’s funding request but then cancelled the Petitioner’s FCC Form 486 because
USAC later determined that the funding requests were not supported by an approved iechnotogy plan. Therefore,
unlike the other Petitioners, these Petitioners request review of USAC's decision to cancel their FCC Forms 486.

See generally Request for Review of SEED Public Chatter School; Request for Review of St. Mary’s Public
Library; Request for Review of The Pennsylvania School for the Deaf,In addition,one Petitioner, Kimbail Public
Library, whose funding request has not yet been denied, requests a waiver of the requirement that it filea technology
plan. See generally Request for Waiver of Kimball Public Library.

‘USAC shall apply this directive to all pending applications and appeals as well
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2. As we recently noted, many E-rate program beneficiaries, particularly sinall entities,
contend that the application process is complicated,” resulting in their applications for E-rate support
being denied because ofsimple mistakes. We find that the actions we take here will promote the
statutory requirements of section 254(11) of the Communications Act of 1934. as amended (the Act), by
helping te ensuzre that eligible schools and libsaries obtain access to discounted telecommunications and
information services.*

3. In particular, to prevent some of the recurring mistakes related to the technology plan
requirements while we consider additional steps to improve the E-rate program,® we direct USAC to
enhance its outreach efforts as described herein. Requiring USAC to take these additional steps will not
reduce or eliminate any application review procedures or program requirements that applicants niust
comply with to receive funding. Indeed, we remain comunitted to detecting and deterring potential
instances of waste, fraud, and abuse by ensuring that USAC continues to scrutinize applications and takes
steps to educate applicants in a manner that fosters lawful program participation. We also emphasize that
the actions taken in this Order should have minimal effect on the overall federal universal service fund
(USF or Fund), because the maonies needed to fund these appeals have already been collected and held in
reserve.

IL BACKGROUND

4. The E-rate program pernits eligible schools, libraries, and consortia that include eligible
schools and libraries to apply for funding in the foim of discounts on eligible telecommunications
services, Internet access, and internal connections.” The Commission requires participating schools and
libraries to base their requests for discounts on an approved technology pfan,® uniess they are seeking
discounts on “basic local, cellular, PCS, and/or long distance telephone service and/or voiceinail only.””

3 : . N - AL s salad 2
Comprehensive Review of Universal Service Fund Management, Adminisiration, and Oversight, 1 wal Wae
loint Board on Universal Service, Schools and Libraries Universaf Service Support Mechanism, Rural Health Care
Jupp(;;f 1’.{[[(26;'“];[3’];. LJ{“‘B;‘"") fu_rnr f_inbun Ffinun'nv io the Roard nfnno/‘rnl W nff’u: Mﬂl‘lﬂr.lﬂl' F\-.rvhnnrra { arrfey

18, AN e asLilir e U A el e SV &F DACHENLS

Association, Inc., WC Docket Nos. 05-195, 02—6\’} 03-109, CC Docket Nos. 96 45, 2.6, 97-21, Notics of P

Rulemaking and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 20 FCC Red 11308 (2005) (Comprehensive Review
NPRM). See also Request fo. Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by Bishop Perry
Middle School, et al.; Federal-State Joini Board on Universal Serwce. File Nos. SLD 487170, *+ 1, CC D t
No. 02‘6, Ol‘dﬁl‘, 21 FCC Red 5316 (20%) (Bﬁr'iOp ey uruer), nLquéSUur Review aj {the Decision Uj tie
Universal Service Administrator by Academy of Careers and Technologies, et ai.; Federal-State Joint Board on

Universal Service, File Nos. SLD-418938, ef al., CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 21 FCC Red 5348 {2006).

47 1.8.C. § 254(h). The Telecommunications Act f 1996 Pub L. No 104-104, 110 Stat, 56, amended the
Communications Aet of h

*Comprehensive Review NPRM, 20 FCC Red at 11324-25, paras. 37-40 (secking comment on the application

process and competitive bidding requirements for the schools and libraries program

47 C.F.R. §4 54.501-54.503.

¥1d. §§ 54.504(b)(2)(iii)-(iv), 54.508; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No, 96-45, Report
and Order, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9077, para. 572 (1997) (Universal Service Order) (subsequent history omitted)

47 CER § 54.504(b)D(v), i Service Administrative Company, igit  Services List

hitp/iwww universalserviee. org/ res/documents/sl/ndflels archwpf’)onl’\ el gible-services-list.pd

2005) (2008 Eligible § i Lrst) {*“If submitting [an] aunlll ic ONLY forsingle §i ¥
Cellular/PCS, and/or long distance telephone scr":cc} npp‘zca."'s arenot eyur It de velop a lnoiogy Plan.

s 8NRG/0T JONE CISIANCS 160

Applicants applying for other products or services, includii  PBX, key system, sy or i il

techuology are requued to devclop 3 Technology Plan™); see aiso Requesffor Review the Decision of th
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Specifically, to ensure that applicants make appropriate decisions regarding the services for which they
seek discounts, applicants must develop a technology plan prior to requesting bids on services through the
filing of an FCC Fonii 470." In addition, to ensure that the plans are based on the reasonable needs and
resources of the applicants and are consistent with the goals of the program, the technology plans must be
independently approved by a state agency or other specified entity.** Applicants whose technology plans
have nat been approved when they file FCC Form 470 must certify that they understand their technology
plans must be approved prior to the commencement of service."" They also must confirm, in FCC Form
486, that their plan was approved before they began receiving services."*

5. Petitioners request review of USAC’s decisions to reduce or deny them funding because
their applications were not supported by an approved technology plan, as required by the Commission's
rules.™

m DISCUSSION

6. In this item, we grant Petitioners' requests for review and we waive, in part, the
Commission's technology plan rules.”* We therefore remand the underlying applications to USAC for
further consideration consistent with this Order. In remanding Petitioners' underlying applications to
USAC, we make no finding as to the sufficiency of any technology plan dacumentation and we make no
finding as to the ultimate eligibility of the requested services.

7. Petitioners' requests for funding from the E-rate program were denied because USAC
detennined that the funding requests were not supported by an approved technology plan. In some cases,
Petitioners did not develop a technology plan because they sought discounts only for telecommunications

Universal Service Administrator by United Talmudical Academy, Federal-Stare Joint Board on Universal Service,
Changes |0 the Board of Directors of the National Exchange Carrier Association, CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 97-21,
Order, 16 FCC Red 18812, 18816, para. 11 (Com.Carr.Bur.2001).

"47 CF.R. § 54.504(b)2)i).

"Id. § 54.508(d); Universal Service Order, 12 FCC at 9078, para. 574. See also Universal Service Adiminisirative
Company, Technology Plans, http:llwww.uiiiversalservice.org/sl/apyll (last modified Nov. 1,2006).

47 CFR. §§ 54.504(b)2)(iii)-(iv), 54.508(c); see also SCh0OIS and Libraries Universal Service Support
Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Fifth: Report and Order and Order, 19 FCC Red 15808, 15826-30, para. 56 (2004)
(Fifth Report and Order). Applicants whose technology plans have not been approved when they file FCC Form
471 must once again certify that they understand their technology plans must be approved prior to the
commencement Of service. 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.504(c) 1D)(iv)-(v).

47 C.F.R.§ 54.508(c).
MSee supra n.1.

"“See 47 CF.R. §§ 54.504(b)(2)(iii)-(iv), (e} 1)(iv)-{v), 54.508(c)-(d). The Commission may Waive any provision of
its rules on its own motion for good cause shown. 47 C.F.R.§ 1.3. A rule may be waived wher= thie particular facts
make strict compliance inconsistent with the public interest. Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v.FCC, 897 F.2d
1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990){Northeast Cellufar). In addition, the Commission may take into account
considerationsof hardship, equity, or more effectiveimplementation of overall policy on an individual basis. WAIT
Radie v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1157, (D.C. Cir. 1969), affirmed by #WAIT Radio v. FCC, 459 F.2d 1203 (D.C. Cir.
1972). In sum, waiver is appropriate if special circumstances warrant a deviation from the general rule, and such
deviation would better serve the public interest than strictadherence to the general rule. Northeast Cellula,; 897
F.2d at 1166.
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services,’* or because they believed that a technology plan was not required for basic voice service
provided over an ISDN/PRI line, a PBX system, or other similar technology.” In other instances,
Pelitioners failed to show, in response to initial inquiries by USAC staff, that they liad an approved
technology plan in place for the relevant funding year, ok that the plan was in the process of being
approved.® For example, some Petitioners had an approved technology plan in place for the relevant
funding year, but provided an approval letter instead of the underlying plan,” provided incorrect
information about the date on which the technology plan was created,” had the wrong entity approve the
technology plan,” or were unaware that the technology plan already existed.? Other Petitioners based

"“See generally Request for Review of Dickens Public Library. Dickens Public Library requested discounts only on
telecommunications services but mistakenly attached documentation from a different funding request suggesting
that it might be seeking discounts on Internet accessservicesas well. Id.

""See generally Request for Review of Pierson Library; Request for Review of Marathon County Public Library;
Request for Review of Coldwater Library; Request for Waiver of Kimbal} Public Library; Request for Review of
The Pennsylvania School for the Deaf. We note that, until October 2003, the Eligible Services List did not specify
that voice services provided via PBX ok similar technology require< a technology plan. See Universal Service
Administrative Company, Eligible ServicesList — Archived Versions, littp://www.usac.org/si/tools/search-
toolsfeligible-services-list-archived-versions.aspx (last modified Apr. 12,2006). Moreover. the Eligible Services
List has not, and does not, specifically state that applicantswho receive voice service via ISDN/PRI or CentraNet
are required to develop a technology plan, which may be confusing:o some applicants. 1d.; see a/so 2006 Eligible
Services List, Elbert County School District argues, in part, that it should not be required to submit a technology
plan for Centrex services because Centrex was the most cost-effectiveway to obtain service. Sce generatly Request
for Review of Elbert County School District. Although applicants applying for Centrex service are required to
develop a technology plan that reflects the service, we find that there is good cause to waive that requirement here.
There is no evidence in the record that Elsert County School District intended to circumvent the technology plan
requirements when it purchased Centrex serviceas a cost-saving measure.

'See generully Request for Review of School Administrative District 29; Request for Review of InterTechnologies
Group; Request for Review of South Boardman Elementary School; Request for Review of Mark Twain Union
Elementary School District; Requcst for Review of Nerfolk Country Agricultural High School; Request for Review
of Hancock County Public Library; Request for Review of Sowrro Consolidated School District; Request for
Review of Cleveiand Country Memorial Library; Request for Review of Charlottesville City Schools; Reguest for
Review of Wisconsin Rapids Area School District: Request for Review of SEED Public Charter School; Request for
Review of Milford E. Barnes Jr. School; Request for Review of Dedham Public Schools; Request for Review of
Jacksboro Independent School District; Request for Review of Maternity U.V.M. School; Request for Review of
Elbert County School District: Request for Review of Our Lady of Grace School; Request for Review of
Brownsville Independent School District; Request for Review of §t. Malachy School; Request for Review of .
Mary Slarcfthie Sea School; Request for Review of St. Paul - Our Lady of Vilna School; Request for Review of
Urban Day School; Request G Review of Granite School District; Request for Review of Marion County School
District Seven; Request for Review of St. Mary’s Public Library; Request for Review of The Pennsylvania School
of the Deaf; Request for Review of Huntingdon Special School District.

See Request for Review of Dedham Public Schoolsat 3

*See Request for Review of St. Mary*s Public Library at 2; Request for Review of Huntingdon Special School
District at 2.

“See Request for Review of The Pennsylvania School of tlie Deaf at 1. Although The Pennsylvania School for the
Deaf should have used an SLD-certifiedtechnology plan zpprover to approve its technology plan instead of relying
on approval by the school’s board, we find good cause to waive the requirement here. The Pennsylvania School of
the Deaf misunderstood which entity should approve its technology plan given that it is neither a public school nor a
private school but rather a school established by the Pennsylvania Constitution and charted by the Commonwealth.
See Letter from Philip A. Shalancaand Franklin D. Franus, The Pennsylvania School of the Deaf, to Schoolsand
Libraries Division, USAC (dated Nov. 6,2006). There is no evidence in the record that The Pennsylvania School of
the Deaf intended to circumvent the technology plan approval requirements.

”See. e.g., Request for Review of Hancock County Public Library
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their applications on approved technology plans from prior years while they updated those plans and
obtained approval consistent with state timeframes and procedures.” Subsequently, these Petitioners
confirmed that they had an approved technology plan in place for the relevant funding year when they
responded to subsequent inquiries by USAC staff, when they appealed the funding decisions with USAC,
or when they appealed Uie funding decisions with the Commission.”

3 Based on the facts and the circumstances of these funding applications, we conclude that
there is good cause to waive the applicable technology plan rules and to grant Petitioners’ requests for
review. As noted above, several Petitioners conimitted clerical or ministerial errors, such as providing the
wrong technology plan documentation.” As we noted in the Bishop Perry Order, we do not believe that
such minor mistakes warrant the rejection of these Petitioners’ E-rate applications, especially given the
requirements of the program and the thousands of applications filed each year.” Additional Petitioners
inissed deadlines for developing or obtaining approval of their technology plans.” USAC denied their
applicationsnat because the applicants refused to develop or obtain approval of their technology plans,
but because Petitioners failed to show that they had met the deadlines when USAC requested technology
plan decumentation. Indeed, many Petitioners thought they had coinplied with the deadlines and
provided copies of their technology plans or approval letters when they responded to subsequent inquiries
by USAC staff, when they appealed the funding decisions with USAC, or when they appealed the funding
decisions with the Commission, We find that, given that these violations are procedural, not substantive,
rejection of these Petitioners’ E-rate applications is not warranted.”

9. Still other Petitioners did not understand which telecemmunications services are
considered non-basic and therefore require a technology plan.®® We find that these Petitioners have
demonstrated that rigid compliance with the application procedures does not further the purposes of
section 254(h) or serve the public interest by denying their funding requests under those circumstances.*

"See, e.g.. Request for Review of Cleveland County Memorial Library,

*See supra n. 18. With respect to Socorro Consolidated School District, we note that the version of the approved
technology plan that is included in the record covers only the first six months of the relevant funding year. See
generally Request for Review of Socorro Consolidated Schoe! District. However, we find that the District®s request
was based on a previously approved technology plan. We further note that Jacksboro Independent School District
now argues that 1t was not required to complete a technology plan for local and long distance voice services
provided over a T-1 line. See generally Request for Review of Jacksboro Independent School District. Because
local and Jong distance voice servicesprovided over a T-1 line are not basic services, a technology plan is required.
See sipra n.9. Nonetheless, we grant the District‘s Request for Review and waive our technology plan rules
because we find that its request was based on a previously approved technology plan and that it had an approved
technology plan in place prior to the commencement of Service. See generaily Request for Review of Jacksboro
Independent School District. Finally, we note that Marion County School District Seven now argues that a
technology plan was ot required. Seegenerally Request for Review of Marion County School District Seven.
Based on the record evidence, it appears that the District was, in fact, required to develop a technology plan.
However, it aiso appears that Marion County School District Sevenhad atechnology plan in place for part of the
funding year and updated that plan and obtained approval consistent witli state timeframes and procedures. See
Letter of Appeal from Everette M. Dean, Ir. Ed.D., Superintendent, Marion County School District Seven, to
Scheols and Libraries Division, USAC (dated Apr. 20,2006).

¥See supra para. 7.

*Bishap Perry Order, 21 FCC Red at 5321, para. 11
¥ See supra para.’,

#Bishop Periy Order, 21 FCC Red at 5323, para. 14,
®See supra para.’.

*See 47 U.S.C. § 254(h).
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As the Commission previously noted, many E-rate applications are prepared by school administrators,
technology coordinators, teachers and librarians — workers whose primary role in the school or library
may be unrelated to applying for federal universal service funds, especially in small school districts or
libraries.”

10. We also find that denying Petitioners’ requests would create undue hardship and prevent
these otherwise eligible schools and libraries from potentially receiving funding that they truly need to
bring advanced tetecommunications and information servicw their students and patrons.” By contrast,
waiving the applicable technology plan rules for these Petitioners and granting these requests will serve
the public interest by preserving and advancing universal service.”® Although the technology plan
requirements are necessary to guard against the waste of program funds, there is no evidence in the record
that Petitioners engaged in activity to defraud or abuse the E-rate program. We further note that granting
these requests should have minimal effect on the Fund as awhole.” Therefore, we remand the appealstc
USAC for further consideration consistent with this Order.”

[ To ensure these issues are resolved expeditiously, we direct USAC to complete its review
of the applications listed in the Appendix and issue an award or a denial based on a complete review and
analysis no later than 90 calendar days from release of this Order. If, on remand, USAC determines that it
needs additional inforination to process the applications, sucli as a technology plan Or approval letter,
USAC shall permit Petitioners to provide the inforination within 15 calendar days of receiving notice in
writing from USAC that additional inforination is required.*

12. Additional Processing Directives for USAC. Beginning with applications for Funding
Year 2007, if an applicant responds to a request by USAC to provide technology plan documentation and
the documentation provided by the applicant is deficient (e.g., is outdated or will expire before the end of
the relevant funding year), USAC shail: (1) inform the applicant promptly in writing of any and all
deficiencies, along with a clear and specific explanation of how the applicant can remedy those
deficiencies; and (2) permit the applicant to submit correct documentation, if any, within 15 calendar days

' Bishop Perry Order, 21 FCC Red at 5323, para. 14.

’Dickens Public Library, for instance, states that it is a one-staff library open less than 20 hours a week in a town
with a population of 202, Request for Review of Dickens Public Library at t. Similarly, Socorro Consolidated
Schools notes that it is located in the second poorest county in the second poorest statein the cauntry. Request for
Review of Socorro Consolidated Schools at 2.

B47U.8.C. 8 254(b).

*Wwe estimate that these requests for review involve applications for approximately $2,703,000 in funding for
Funding Years 2001-2006. We nots that USAC has already reserved sufficient funds to address outstanding
appeals. See, e.g., Universal Service Administrative Company, Federal Universal Service Support Mechanisms
Fund Size Projections for the Second Quarter 2007 (Jan. 31,2007). Thus, we deternine that the action we take
today should have minimal effect an the Universal Service Fund as a whole.

**With respect lo SEED Public Chaner School, we note that USAC cancelled funding because SEED Public Charter
School did not use an SLD-certified approver and did not provide a Letter of Approval signed by the SLD-certified
approver. However, SEED Public Charter School has dcmonstrated that it provided the signed Letter of Approval to
USAC in atimely manner. See Request for Review of SEED Public Charter School at Exhibit 7. In addition, SEED
Public Chaiter School has demonstrated that the entity that approved its technology plan, DC Public Charter School
Board, has been an SLD-certified technology plan approver for public charter schools including SEED Public
Charter School since December 12,2000. 7. at Exhibit s,

**Petitionerswill be presumed to liave received notice five days afier such notice is postmarked by USAC. USAC
shall, however, continue to work beyond 1he 15 days with Petitionersattemptingin good faith to provide such
additional information.
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from the date of receipt of notice in writing by USAC.” USAC shall apply this directive to all pending
applications and appeals.® The 15-dayperiod is limited enough to ensure that funding decisions are not
unreasonably delayed for E-rate applicants and should provide sufficient time to correct truly
unintentional errors.* The opportunity for applicants to submit technology plan information that cures
minor errors will also improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund, Because applicants who are
eligible for funding will now receive funding where previously it was denied for minor errors, we will
ensure that funding is distributed first to the applicants who are determined by our rules to be maost in
need of funding. As a result, universal service support will be received by schools and libraries in which
it will have the greatest impact for the most students and patrons. Furthermore, the opportunity to provide
correct technology plan documentation will improve the efficiency of the E-rate program. If USAC helps
applicants provide correct technology plan documentation initially, USAC should be able to reduce the
money it spends on administering the fund because fewer appeals will be filed protesting the denial of
funding for these types of issues. Therefore, we believe this additional opportunity to cure inadvertent
errors in the technology plan documentation submitted will improve the administration of the Fund and
reduce the occurrence of circumstances justifying waivers such as diose granted above.

13. To complement this effort, USAC shall develop additional outreach efforts to help
applicants gain a better understanding of the technology plan requirements and avoid some of the
mistakes presented here. Specifically, USAC shall update the information on its website concerning
technology plans to clarify that the technology plan that the applicant must develop by the time it files its
FCC Form 470 is the technology plan for the upcoming funding year(s). In some cases, when Petitioners
filed FCC Form 470, they relied on technology plans from prior funding years that included the same
services, but would expire during the application process or funding year.*® These Petitioners then
obtained approval for new plans by the time they received discounted services.*! Therefore, they
incorrectly assumed that they met the requirements in the Commission’s rules that they be “covered by ...
technology plans for using the services requested in the [Form470]”* and that “their plan [be] approved
before they began receiving services.™ That is, they thought they could use two differentplans to satisfy
the technology plan requirements whereas the rules require applicants to develop a technology plan in
advance of filing their FCC Form 470 and to obtain approval of that samme plan prior to the
commencement of service. We believe such an outreach program will increase awareness of the
technology plan requirements and will assist applicants in complying with those requirements. We also
believe that these changes will improve the overall efficacy of the E-rate program.

Y Applicants will be presumed 1o have received notice five days afier such notice is postmarked by USAC. USAC
shall, however, continue to work beyond the IS days with applicants attemptingin good faith to provide
documentation

*This includes all FY 2006 applications for which USAC has completed its review.

¥we note that applicants will retain the ability to appeal decisionsdenying funding requests or: other grounds. See
47 CFR. § 54.719(c).

“See. e.g.. Request for Review of Cleveland County Memarial Library
“1d.
“47 C.F.R.§ 54.504(b)(2)iii).

©Jd. § 54.508(d). Inthe Fifik Report and Order,the Commission revised its rules to permit applicants lo obtain
approval of their technology plans prior to receiving service instead of priot to filing their FCC Forms 470.
However, the Comunission made clear that “applicantsstill are expected to develop a technology plan prior to
requesting bids au services in FCC Forin 470; all that we are deferring is the timing of the approval of such plan by
the state or other approved certifying body.” SeeFifih Report and Order,1% FCC Red 15808, 15826-30, para. 56.
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14. In addition, we note that, in the Comprehensive Review NPRM, we started a proceeding
to address the concerns raised herein by, among other things, improving the application and disbursement
process for the E-rate program.™  Although we expect that the additional direction we have provided in
this Order will help ensure that eligible schools and libraries can more effectively navigate the technology
plan requirements, this action does net obviate the need to take steps to reform and improve the program
based on the record in the Comprehensive Review proceeding.

IS. We emphasize the limited nature of this decision. Although we base our decision to grant
these requests in part a1 the fact that many of the rules at issue here are procedural, such a decision is in
the context of the purposes of section 254 and cannot necessarily be applied generally to other
Coinmission rules that are procedural in nature. Specifically, section 254 directs the Commission to
“enhance . . . access to advanced telecommunications and information services for all public and non-
profit elementary and secondary school classrooms, liealth care providers and libraries."™" Moreover, this
Order does not alter the obligation of paiticipants in the E-rate program to comply with the Commission's
rules on technology plans or our other rules, which are vital o the efficient operation of the Grate
program.* We continue to require E-rate applicants to submit complete and accurate information to
USAC in a timely fashion as part of the applicatioa review process. The direction we provide USAC will
not lessen or preclude any application review procedures of USAC. All existing E-rate program rules and
requirements will continue to apply, including the existing forims and documentation, USAC’s Program
Integrity Assurance review procedures, and other processes designed to ensure applicants meet the
applicable program requirements.

16. Finally, we are committed to guarding against waste, fraud, and abuse, and ensuring that
funds disbursed through the E-rate program are used for appropriate purposes. Although we grant the
appeals addressed here, this action in no way affects the authority of the Commission or USAC to
conduct audits and investigations to detennine compliance with E-rate program rules and requirements.
Because audits and investigations may provide information showing that a beneficiary or service provider
failed to comgly with the statute or Commission rules, such proceedings can reveal instances in which
universal service funds were improperly disbursed or in a manner inconsistent with the statute or the
Commmission's rules. To the extent we find that funds were not used properly, we will require USAC to
recover such iunds through its nonmat processes. We emphasize that we retain tlie discretion to evaluate
tlie uses of monies disbursed through the E-rete program and to determine on a case-by-ease basis that
waste, fraud, or abuse ofprogram funds occurred and that recovery is warranted. We remain committed
to ensuring tlie integrity of the program and will continue to aggressively pursue instances of waste, fraud,
or abuse under the Commission's procedures and in cooperation with law enfercement agencies

Iv. ORDERING CLAUSES

17. ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4
and 254 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154 and 254, that the
Requests for Review or Waiver filed by the Petitioners as listed in the Appendix ARE GRANTED to the
extent provided herein.

18. IT ISFURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4 and 254
of the Communications Act 0f 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154 and 254, and pursuant to section

“Comprehensive Review NPRM, 20 FCC Red at 11324-25, paras. 37-40.
B8ee 471).5.C. § 254(h).

“See 47 CF.R. §§ 54.504(b)(2)(i11)-(iv), ()1 )(iv)-(v), 54.508; Fifth Report and Order, 19 FCC Red 15808,15826-
30, para. 56.
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1.3of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.3,that sections 54.504(b)(2)(iii}-(iv), (c)(1)}(iv)-(v) and
54.508(c)-{d) of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.504(b}2)(iii}-(iv), (¢} 1)(v)-(v} and 54.508(c)-
(d), ARE WAIVED to the extent provided herein.

19 IT ISFURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4and 254
of the Communications Act of 1934. as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154 and 254, that the applications
associated with the Requests for Review or Waiver filed by the Petitioners as listed in the Appendix ARE
REMANDED to USAC for further consideration in accordance with the terms of this Order.

20. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to the authority contained in sections 1-4 and 254
of the Commiunications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§ 151-154and 254, that USAC SHALL
COMPLETE its review of each resnanded application listed in the Appendix and ISSUE an award or a
denial based on a complete review and analysis no later than 90 calendar days from release of this Order.

21. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Order SHALL BE EFFECTIVE upon release, in
accordance with section {.103 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.103.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Marlene I-l. Dorteh
Secretary
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APPENDIX

Requests for Review or Waiver

Applicant Application Nnmber Funding Year
Brownsville Independent School 482620 2005
District 482818
Charlottesville City Schools 387023 2004
387026
387283
Cleveland County Memorial 401354 2004
Library 401368
Coldwater Public Library 487376 2005
Dedham Public Schools 406505 2004
Dickens Public Library 299479 2002
Elbert County School District 452613 2005
456680
476078
477346
Granite School District 466373 200s
468264
468281
468272
468255
452468
Hancock County Public Library 397727 2004
Huntingdon Special School 504027 2006
District
InterTechnologies Group 255133 2001
Jacksboro Independent School 457383 2005
District
Kimball Public Library | 492738 2006
Marathon County Public Library l 477285 2005

10
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Applicant Application Number Funding Year
Marion County School District 476915 2005
Seven
Mark Twain Union Elementary 358862 2003
School Distriet
Matemnity B.V.M. Scliool 465421 2005
Milford E. Barnes Jr. School 347543 2003
Norfolk Country Agricultural 390006 2004
High Scliool
Our Lady of Grace School 465815 2005
The Pennsylvania School for the 454956 200s
Deaf
Pierson Library 406663 2004
St. Malacliy School 479436 2005
St. Mary's Public Library 496905 2006
St. Mary Star of the Sea School 464208 2005
St. Paul = Our Lady of Vilna 481180 2005
School
School Administrative District 29 341484 2003
SEED Public Charter School of 312552 2003
Washington, DC
| Socorro Consolidated School 413432 2005
| District |
2005
{ School
Urban Day School 418922 2005
Wisconsin Rapids Area Scliool 464910 2005
District 474301

11
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STATEMENT
COMMISSIONER ROBERT M. McDOWELL

Re: Requestsfor Waiver of the Decision ofthe Universal Service Administrator by
Adams County School District 74, Commerce City, CO, et al,, and
Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6

Re: Requestsfor Review of ¢he Decision o the Universal Service Administrator by
Alpaugh Unified School District, Alpaugh, CA. et al., and
Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket NO. §2-6

Re: Regquestsfor Review or Waiver of the Decision of the
Universal Service Administrator by
Brownsville Independent School District, Brownsville, TX, et al., and
Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-4

By adopting these three orders, We are granting 182 appeals of decisions taken by the Universal
Service Administrative Company (USAC) that reduced or denied funding by applicants of the schools
and libraries universal service mechanism. This program proinotes the noble goal of assisting schools and
libraries in the United States to obtain affordable telecomimunications and Internet access. I support these
decisions for several reasons. First, each of these appeals involves technicalities in the USAC
procedures. Our actions here do not substantively alter the eligibility of the Schoolsand Libraries
program Furthennore, we find no indication of any intention to defraud the system on the part of any of
these applicants. Also, our decisions and USAC’s actions on appeal should have minimal effect on the
level of the Universal Service Fund, because USAC has already reserved sufiicient funds to take into
account pending appeals. Finally, I ani pleased that we impos¢ reasonable time limits on USAC to
address these cases on appeal so they can be resolved expeditiously.

12




PRI A

To: SLD Appeal:

From: Pat Semc

Date: 2-12-07

Subject: Technology Plan and additional support documents

Please find following Dickson County Schools appeal form 471 Application
Number 527252,

Supporting documents include:

USAC Funding Commitment Decision Letter dated February 6, 2007
Technology Plan Approval Letter, Tennessee Department of
Education dated June 28,2006

Dickson County Schools Technology Plan 2006 - 2010

(note: references & topic headers are requiredby the Slate Departmentof Education as part of our
consolidated planning process)

Dickson County Schools: Shaplhg Students For Success




DICKSON COUNTY SCHOOLS
817 North Charlotte Street
Dickson, TN 37055

APPEAL

RE: Appeal of Reduced Funding of Telephone Service and
Internet_Servicefor Dickson Countv School District

Date: February 12,2007

Funding Commitment Report Dated 02/06/2007
Applicant Name: Dickson County School District
Form 471 Application Number: 527252

Billed Entity Number: 128215

Funding Request Number: 1454600 and 1454665
Funding Year: 2006 (Year 9)

Appeal Reauest:

Telephone Service FRN# 1454600 and Internet Service FRN #1454665 were
denied. We wish to appeail this modificationbased on the SLD’s circumstance
regarding clarifying an SLD error and providing documentation to correct an
incorrect SLD assumption.

The Funding Commitment Letter explanation states:
"During PIA review, you provided information that you do not have a
written Technology Plan, FCC rules require that applicants have a tech
pian if they are seeking discounts for more than basic phone."

Applicant Exalanation:

We believe the SLD erred in that an incorrectassumption was made by the SLD
in reviewing information providedto PIA questions.

We would like to clarify the information previously sentto the SLD. Attached is a
Copy of the approval letter from the State showing that we had a technology pian
approved from July 1,2006through June 30,2009 Also attached Is a copy of
the technology plan that was approved by the State for this time period. This
technology planwas created prior to the posting of any of Dickson County School
District's Form 470s for the 2006 year.




Relief Requested

We request that the application be funded in full for $249,312.24 given that we
did have a correctly approved technology plan and followed all of the

requirements.

In addition to the above, we are also available to provide any additional
clarification needed. | look forward to your resolution of this appeal and am
available to answer any other questionsyou may have. Thank you for your

assistance.

Sincerely,
Otk O]

Charlie .Daniel

Director of Schools
Dickson County District
Phone: 615-446-7571
cdaniei@dcbe.org

ContactInformation:

Pat Sernore

Dickson County School District
817 N Charlotte Street

Dickson, TN 37055-1008
615-446-7571 ext. 15000

psemore @dchbe.org
Fax: 615-740-5904




US m\ Universal Service Administrative Company

Schools 2 Libraries Division

JEUNDING COVMMITMENT DECISION LETTER
(Funding Year 2006: 07/01/2006 = 06/30/2007)

February 6, 2007

Pat semore

DICKSON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
817 N CHARLOTTE sT

DICKSON, TN 37055-1008

Re: Form 471 Application Number: 527252
Billed Entity Number %3\8: 128215
Billed Entlt¥ FCC RN: 0001760552
Applicant™s Form ldentifier: p¢rzos4d7Lla

Thank you for your Funding Year 2006 application for_Universal Service Support and for
any assistance Lgou I:prowded th nghout our review. The_current status of the funding
raduazt(s) IN the_Form 471 application cited above and featured In the Funding <ommitmsnt
Report{s) (Report) at the end of this letter is as follows. :

- The anount, &987.78 48 ""Approved."’
= The amount, §130,775.67 IS "‘Denied."

Please refer to the Report on_the page following this letter for specific funding.request
decisions and_explanations. The Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) “is also
sending this information to gwt service_prov, de'}’i SO preparations_can in for
impleménting your approved discount(z) after gou. ile Form Receipt of fzyvice
Confirmation 3 A guide that provides a “:¢initien for each line of the Report
precedes the Report.

A Tlist of Important Reminders and Deadlines is included with this letter to assist you
throughout the application process.

NEXT STEPS

- Work with your service_provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or

1f you wﬂi r?guest reinpbursement ¢ron USAC after paying your bills in

Review technology planning approval requirements

- Review CIPA requirements

- ieica s using the Form 474 id

- Invoice usin e For ssrvice provi
products and services are Elelng éeﬁweredpand b?

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

IT you wish to appeal a decision in this letter, yvour appeal must be received by USAC or
postmarked within 60 days of the date of this istisr. ¥Failura to meet this requirement
will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. 1Inyour letter of appeal:

1. Include the name, address, telephone numbar, Ffax number, and (if available) smail
a(qgress or the person who can r?]ost rsadily discuss this appegl with us. )

2. State outright that your letter is an al. Include the fallowing to identify the
ietterI ?gﬁt ‘?{; meec%s)‘on you are appealaiﬂge: g fy

Appe
Applicant name and_service provider name, if different from appellant,
ABE!’cant BEN_anQ_Servnl/ce P?ov\llder IGentlﬂcadon Number (SPI!\Bp,

Form 471 Application Number 527252 as assigned b¥ USAC,

"Fundlng Commitment Decision Letter for Fundin ?a.r 2006," AND

The exaCt text or the decision that you are appealing,

r or Form 472 (Billed Enti - as
o9 ( ty)

Schools and Libraries Division . Correspondence Unit,
180 South JeffersonRoad, P.O. Box 902, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit US online at: www.ugac.org/sl .




3. Pleas? keep your letter to the point, and grovada documentatign to support your

ang gomeetg1 anto keep a copy of your entire appeal, including any correspondence

4. ou are th ghcg/lt Sgl#asa provide a c y of our appeal to the aerwc

Broviéé‘“séo%@f%% you appeal toe%rlmg Igpr)]pliclzf (s) a %eaegv'usn ;ovaeg{SI%rﬁease

5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.

To su mlt Your a el to, USAC emall email your sppeal to
con b ‘%géé? spyicz. Or USAC "will automatically reply to incoming emails
om

To submit your appeal to USAC by fax, fax your appeal to (973) 599-6542.
To submit your appeal to USAC on paper, send your appeal to:

geﬁtg p;# tarIEﬁ avision - Correspondence Unit
out erson Roa

Whlppany, New Jersey 07981

While we encourage vou to resolve your apgeal with USAC first, you have the option of
filing an apBeal dlrectlg with the Federal Communications Commlsslon EE ou should
refer to CC Docket No on the first page of gour appeal to the FCC Your agpeal
must be received by the Fcc or Eostmarked w1thin 0 days of the date of this let
Failure tp meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of gogr R:te ea
ye strongly recommend thal you use the electrcnxc £iling opticns descr1
Appeals Procedure” postad in the Referance Area of our website. ¥ou are submlttlng
our a Eeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the Secretary,
45 12 Street SW, Washington, DC 20554,

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY
apglzlcants i’ece t of flzﬁa‘m gommitments is confrin eng helr compJasnee with all
sbaty or{ ﬁg and procedural requirements o % EL %}Erarlea Pro ram.
IR i

’”éﬁ’ é§¢*r‘év.ew tﬂa¥e e"’89 e He”%c%orrﬁ‘a't{?ﬁé‘%?tgﬁnt'”“e 50 ALt fuug
have een C mmltte are be |n accordance W|t regmregents R

d re mrg edce _or canc I ugdzng com% e{u:s r,r(\)slg.l er% not RTE but not

il?r(ﬁ?{ 3”%0 V1¥r'1 at gucusﬁgqulﬁementﬁ % or %He r‘i"/ccé"”f wdg‘rt"l(_: i3k, and o

ap Lo rlatg aut orltles g#nciud;n but nof |m|te to tﬁ ECEY, ma ursue e orcement
tlo s and gther means rqoourse ec!l {ﬂgrog H urs ugs bas#geoﬁl%gg

8 z ?t n&o*ies fa ¥%
amo nt of funds collecte rom contr utmg ecommunlca IOﬂS companle

chools Libraries Divisio
Riversal Sefvice Administrative Company
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A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

A report_for each funding = t. _in your application {s attached to this letter. We
are rowd‘ing %ﬁe Fo??ow?n@eﬁgﬁmﬁo}% ¥orp€£e items In that report.

g? S%l APPLICATION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application

E?gDING R;QUEST P_IUMBER#ERN%: A E‘uniing Raguest Number is assignes USAC to each

ck 5 of ‘'your Form 471, ftThis number’ is USed to_repor zpplicants and service
providers ths status of ind vidual unding requests Egbn%lt.%eo‘:.’p

FUNDING STATUS: Each FRN will have one of tne following statuses:

1. ""Funded'" = the FRN.is roved rt. The funding level wilt generall the
level requeste unlessaﬁgsa getgﬁiﬂ%pgurmg tﬁe appligation rgblempproce$ytﬁgt
soms adjustment Is appropriate.

ég%iﬁﬁmﬁg'p§g§ﬁ§§5g}§g o s e G e

ec%sgn%%? total amount o Tine ?19 a\?aﬁggfg for the uﬁgri]ﬁgy Y\(/-Z‘Vi;.r Was’ ﬂ%ﬁ%cﬁ%htor
o tund all requests.

3. "As Yet Unfunded" - a temporary status assigned to an FRY when USAC is uncertain at
the time the letter is sent about whether sufficient funds exist to make commitments
for requests for Internal Connections Other than Basic Maintenance or Basic Maintenance
of Intérnal Connections at a particular discount level, For example, if your
apglicatlon included requests for discounts on both Telecommunications Seryices and
internal Connections, you might receive a letter with fundjng commitments for your
Telecommunications Services funding requests and with an "A8 Yet Unfunded” status
on your Internal Connections requests.  Vou would receive one or more suhbseguent
letters regsrding the funding décisions on your Internal Connections requests.

CATEGORY _OF SEI§¥ICE: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown
on your Form .

FORM 470 APPLICATION NUMBER: The Form 470 Application Number associated with this FRN
from B ocﬁ 5, ?tem 12 o¥ tﬁe Form 471. PP

sr1N _(Service Provider . ldentificationN r):. A uny numbe 1gned by USAC
serv geﬂra\(}?%ergvégel;lm?d ?q;me!nt ROl l{ﬁoeet?nlge sza|qg8rvL|]cb Fuaa -ogran%. SACshn
1S also used to verify d2livery of services and to arrange Tor paymsni.

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number. of the c:ontrgccrr between i!_;he eji?ible party and the service
provider, if a contract number was provided on your Form 47I.

BILLING ACCOU MBER: The account n r that your service provider established
wlth you for -{Ian purposes, ?% a Blijrptﬁng Acconnt Numtg\e/r Wag prov?de agn your Form 471

EEBMIE%START DATE: The Service Start Date for this FRN from Block 5, Item 19 of your

(3N

?%NTRACT E}éPIRATIF_)N DATE; Th$ Contract Ex iratict)n Date for this FRN from Block 5,

em 202 of your Form 471, 1T a contract expiration date was provided on your #oiam 471.
TE . 1 1 1

ﬁé‘%:temzwﬂ_%%g.gglse gm}'/ty Number listed in Form 471, Block 5, Item 2za for

NUMBER OF MONTHS EECURRING SEgVI:CE PﬁOVl:DEB_IN FUNDING YEAR: Ths number <f months of
service that has been approved for the funding year, Tor recurring sszvices.

ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT _FOR ELIGIBLE ?ECURRING CHARGES: E][iﬂible mo['1_thl ?re—discount
amount apgrov% g')_r recurrlng charges multiplied by number of months of recCurring service
approved for the funding year.

ANNUAL PRE;DIS%%UNT AMOUNT FOﬁ ELIGI LE_NON-RECURRING CHARGES: Annual eligible
non-recurring charges approved for the funding year .

PRE-DISCOUNT AMQUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 231, as determined through the
application reviéew process.
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QggT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY USAC: The discount rate that USAC approved for this

DISC
service.
FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION; The _total amount of fundinﬁ th?t USﬁC has reser¥ed to.
R R R R s A
USAC should be invoicedp?n& thgt 8lsBurse%ent og ¥ﬂgﬁs WIY' gepmade only %og e |g|B?e,
approved services actually rendered.

UNDING COMMITMENT DECISION + This entry provides an explanation of the amount
En tﬁe "%uﬁ%iﬂg omm%tment Dgg;g%g%TEON y P P °

FCDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL).
WAVE NUMBER: The wave number assigned to Fcbrg issued on this date.

EAST ALLOWABLE, DATE FOR DELIVERY AND INSTALLATION FOR NON-RECURRING SERVICES: The last
ate approve b{ the _FCC for delivery and installation of eligible non-recurring services
{e.q,, qu1pm?n 3. éhhe last allowable atg or deljvery and installation of recgrrlng
§35¥I§886I§ always the last day of the year, that is, June 30, 2007 for Funding

un
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. . FUNDING COMNITMENT REPQ
Billed Entity Name: DICKS%§ O%NTY SCHO

BEH: 1
Funding Year: 2006

Form 471 Application Number:; 527252
Funding Request Number: 1454800
Eunding Status: Not Funded
Categorg of Service: Telecommunicetions Sexvice
Form™ 47 Agzllcation Number: 578610000394874

SPIN: 143004824 .

Service Provider Name: BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

Contract Number: 62

Billing Account Number: 6154414152216

Service Start Date: 07{01/2006

Contract Expiration Date:” 06/30/2007 .

Number of Months Recurring 3ervice Provided in Funding Year; 12

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $63,239.52

Annual Pre-digcount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00

Pre~-discount Amount: $63,239.52

Disg¢ount Percentage Approved by the USAC: N/A

Funding Commitment Decision: $0.00 - Tethnology Plan Required ) .

Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: Durihg PIA review, you provided information
that you do not have a written Tethnology Plan.” FCC rules reguire that applicants
have a tech plan if theﬁ are seeking dijcounts for more than basic phone service.

The services in this FRN are more than basic phone service. : )

FCDL Date: 02z05/2007
Wave NVTber' 42 . i . . .
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

Eungln ge uest Eumger: 1454640

g%eln 5 t%%ivigg'e$el commyn {caki ice

EBTRF4Z4 %BE%%fati°“ Number: %B§516686§7g$5g

§SE¥}ggt ﬁﬁ%ﬁg?r ¥ame: Verizon South Ine.

Billing Ac¢count Number: 615441452216

Service Start Date: 07/01/2006

Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2007 . e

Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year; 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Qhargesz $1,486,64
Annual Pre-discount Amgunt for Eligible Non~recurring Charges: $.00
Pre~discount Amount: S1, . bd :

Diecount Percentage Approved bg the USAC: 66% L

unding Commitment Decision: .78 - approved; modifie

funding C ¢ D i $987.78 - FRN d gified by SLD

Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: The dollars requested were reduced to
remove:charges to pre-k facility '

PCDL pate: 02/06/2007 \
ave - - -
Last AVTowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

RT
OL DISTRICT
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s —em

Billed Entity NaFgND%IE%COMM&BMW gEEBOL DISTRICT

Funding Y%ar 2006
E 471 A Ilcatlon Numbe.r 5272
E ng g : t‘jot E{‘ %b
§ 47 AEE lcatlon Num er 827290000480692

rV|ce rOV|der Name: Trillion Digital Communications, Inc
Qn ract Number: 2002-071

ng AccounE NumbS7 TN- DICK
erV|c 0

con tract iration Da / 01/221 09

Numbe Rem,u,rm erV|ce Provided in_Fun &1 Year
Annual] Pre-discount xsoun %a %}l ecurrln a ges. $IL34 905 44
Annual Pre- |scount Amount e -recurring narges - 8.

ra=diggount
Blscount Percentz rove
%mlj]d}.ng Comxtmen% A 2107 ao S‘Igechrbéo-iﬁ PI!’TR Re U|redy prOV| sded information

INQ Commitgent Decis Explanati
i atygub not N veea w?f@tenp ec nogogx Plan._ FCC ru 2 at applicants
ve a tech p an are ssskin ounts for more _t an b c phone service.

e ServiCces. in thls Fgﬁ are more than basic phone service.

CDL a 02 0%/2007

ave
ast AWowabIe ate for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007
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IMPORTANT REMINDERS & DEADLINES
7 lication N r. 527252
ElFTeé Il'nt?tyI umler Eg%%
Name of Billéd Entlty DICKSON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

YOUR NEXT STEPS IN THE APPLICATION PROCESS: tlow%Fg are ste s to assist 5hrou
|n$0rﬁg %Sﬁtéﬁnu Ac9esweb5|te page UrLs are included to facilitate access t tio

REVIEW TECHNOLOGY PLANNING REQUIREMENTS - rg rules reqH ¥ ﬁchnoio lan based
on aﬂ assessment of needs an that those p an e gprove efore the start of services
Technolog an" a‘t htt WWW . USac .

|cants/ste 02/ for
Formatlo agout technoYogy plan requerements and ap%rova.{ipp P

REVIEW 8H%LDREN S INTERNET PROTECTION ACT (CIPA? EQ%IREMENTS - CIPA conpliance is
required Tor req uests for Internet Access nterna nectiQns and Basic Mahntenance
counts For information abqut CiPA re u1rements an gertl JCQIJOHS see “Children”s
nternet Protection CE ﬁgIPA& Sat htep;://www. usac. org/sl/appllcants/sﬁepl0/cxpa »aspx
or information about its requirements

FILE FORK 486 ou muit notlfx USAC f the start of seryice, the name of gour gSAC—
ert%fled tech no an apprcve E our compliance with ¢IPA on_korm_ 4
"Begin Receipt o ervxces" n our website at http://www.usac.oryg/sl/applicants/stepl0/

- ostmarked no later than 120 dafs after
0$$|%868¥ QLNN%e Th Fggm 489h Srge 6 Notification Letter Or no laler EES

ays ft th dat of th Fun ing Commitment Decjision Letter, whicheve
g £ Fr % 2 % iggag ngour weBs?te at http://ww.usac. org)%l)toois/%eadllnes
to ca culate your Form

|ne
INVOICE USAC - After ell ible services have een dellveg invoice_USAC to, request
¥e|mbursement Bgroveo diﬁcounts For. informataem about reguestin re:Tb rsem?nt
rom USAC, see ice USAE our WebS|te at http://www.usa orq/s /applicants/stepll/.
INVOICE ! INE - s mut be yostmi  ed no later than 20 days fter !  last date
Lo receiy rvice - ding extensions - or hzo .,after Lhe date of tle  rm 4
Notlflcat Lettexr, ever is later Use the i1+---" zalculator on ¢  webs:
ttp:, LUEAC, 0 tools /deadlin:  to calculate ¥ voice deadlin

DOCUMENT ETENTION - Documents rel d to the ye i  of E be ys.aineé £ ¢
at least 1ive years after the lag:. y of seryic 1 £ more information, see
Document Retention Requirements™ oOn our website at
http://ww .usac. org/sl?abcut/docu ~rgtention-: ajuirem n'. iF

OBLIGATION TO PAY NON-DISCOUNT PORTION/FREE SERVICES ADVISORY - Applicants are reggired
E g the non-discount gortlon of_ the cos gucts and/or serV|ceg

proViders are requir bill agplicants = t e n n ifcount bortion  further
|nformat|on see ation to Discount Portion

NEEp://wiw. usac. or'/sl appl;cants/ste 11[ob1igat10n—tc-pay aspx and ' Free SerV|ces
Advisory** at http:T/ww .usac org/s1/app11cants/stepoa/free-serv1ces advisory.aspx,
SUSPENSIQN AND DEBARMENT ~ Persons who haye been conv1cted of criminal v1olatlons or
held civilly 1iable Tor certain acts arising _from g 8 6 P tlc%? Scho ﬁ

ebarme ore

atio
and Libraries Program are iubgect to sus enﬁioH nt 8m Rg g am
formation and a urrent lis person 0 have been suspende eparred is posted

s?iﬁmﬁﬁlﬁﬂf g?é/sngimmﬁggﬁspgﬂs?gnsmﬁ%barments aspX.

COMPhETECﬁRO?RAM INEOBMQIIQN ér:gcg¥dbgg more |nfogmgtlﬁwwonsg egg rgmlndegs -ay aposted

i | i R Cight, r¥é§ez%r§%e“8’r‘“toﬂefr§‘e’b pﬁoﬁgeﬁt' bl gg" vebsite.




Technology Plan Approval

The Tennessee Departmentef Education, Lisa Howard, iscertified by the Universal Service Adminlstrative
Company to approve techndogy plansfor particlpation inthe Schools and Libraries Program.

i Count ras a technology plan that hag met the standards and criteriaoutlined n

the toilowing checklist. The approved technelogy pianiscentalned In Component5 and the Compliance
Matrix of the Tennessee ComprehensiveSystemwide Planning Process{TCSPR} and the Division® Funds
Spreadsheet for Title I1-D.

This technology plan is valid from«July 1,2006 until June 30,2009.

Checklist

Successfultechnology plans align the overall eduzatian or library service improvementobjectives with the
{ollowing five criterie, To qualify as an approved technology planfor a Seheets and Libraries Program
discount, the plan must meet these criteria.

1_} The plan establishes 287 goajg and a realistic strategy tor using telecommunications and
information technology to impreve education or library services.

N The plan has e professional developmentstrategy to ensure that staff knows how o use these
newtechnologiesto improve education or library services,

T h e plan includes an assessment of the telecommunlcation services, hardware. softwars, and
other servicas that will be neededto improve education or libtary services.

v The plan provides a sufficient budget to acquire end supportthe non-discountedelements Ofthe

plan:k the hardware, software, professlonal developmentend Other services that will be needed @
implementthe strategy.

u{ The plan inclidas an evaluation proceas that anables tha scheol o7 fibrary 1o momior prograss
toward the specified goals and make mid-course cosrections in tespanse to new den + ] |

opportunities and they arise

Approde?A») 4 . K/M Date: /2 74 Zﬁff L

L T e i
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Dickson Couaty Technology Plan 2006 - 2010 Page 1-
Mission Statement - Narutive Page it

In partnership with parents, community and students, the mission of the Dickson County School
District is for students to master state and national education standards and to achievetheit
""personal best" socially, physically and emotionally.

Technology will support this goal advancing the coordinated use and availability of computers,
networks, software, and presentation devices.

Shared Vision Statement:

The vision of the stakeholders of Dickson County Schools

By the end of third grade, a1l students meet or exceed state grade level expectations in reading.

Al students receive quality, research based, data driven instruction.

All students successfully complete their program of studies.

All students are on grade level and remain in school until graduation.

All students graduate from the school district with the technological skilis to complete
successfullyin the workplace or later in higher education.

All students graduate with the knowledge and skills that will allow them to exercise their civic
rights, attain a high standard of living, and interact effectively with athers in society and
complete in a eulturally diverse global society.

Technology will support these goals advancingthe coordinated use and availability of computers,
networks, software,and presentation devices.

Vision

The Dickson County School System recognizesthat we are living in arapidly changing
technologybased era. As a school system, Dickson County believes it is imperative to equip
every student with the skills necessaryto prepare them for successful living and employmentin
this technological era. It thereby becomes the primary goal for Dickson County and the Slate of
Tennessee to provide teachers with the tools and training required to meet this challenge.
Advances in technology permeate ow daily lives at an ever increasingrate. With these advances,
technologybased instruction will become a common method of teaching, although human
instructorswill always play the key role in the process of teaching and learning. The classroom,
with the use of technology, has thepotential to be a more imaginativeand challenging
environment. Teachersusing technology can expand the boundaries of their students and reach a
worldwide wealth of information and materials. With this potential, educational technology must
have its growth nurtured and directed toward its promise as an effective and vital learning tool.
Planned technical growth will take time, effort and money. It is the purpose of the technology
planning effortto develop the framework through which directed technological growth will take
place. Through this planning process, Dickson County Schoolswill be able to address effectively
their educational technology goals and objectives.
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Plan Summary

The 2006 - 2010 technology plan for Dickson County outlines goal and objectivesfor the school
system over the three year planning cycle. The plan also includes the process for gaininginsights
from stakeholders in the planning process. Responsibilities, timelines, training, budget support
and evaluation processes are reported as well asthe process to support each. Policy review and
mandate statements present a commitmentto the protection of students in the system. Historical
review of what we have accomplishedpoints in a direction of advanced technology capability far
outreachingthe system's expected ability to fund. An atmosphere of "anythingis possible" drives
the advancementof instruction. Instructional advancement utilizes technology with the
standpointof "No Excuses". Quality instructionat all levels using technological processes
enhances teachers teaching and students learning.

Technology Plan - compouent #5, page 63, Narrative page #20

Dickson County Schoolsbegan in the fall of 2005 to conduct a study and master plan for
technology. The overall goal was to begin an improvement plan beginning in school year 2006-
07.

This three year plan includes:

The development of a survey by Dickson County's technology consults.

Meeting with each school's staff and distributingthe survey.

Having technology staff analyze each building's technology level.

Working with the Director of Schools and Board of Education to secure funding
Re-survey staff in 2007 to identify points of need after one year of implementation.

MmN wh =
1

The goals and objectives of the plan were developed after analyzing results of the
§tall<erIder surveys and data gathered from onsite observation of each building. These goals
include:

1. Satisfy the basic requirements of providing technology servicesto support instruction.
2. Provide equal educational opportunitiesbetween schools for all students.
3. Meet the needs as determinedby the districtplanning process (TCSPP).

Needs Assessment and Stakeholder Involvement in Planning - Narrative Page# 5

The Director of Schools asked for input from principals on the development of a survey for
teachers and instructional support staff. The final plan was developed Wilh input fran career and
technical staff, federal programs supervisor, attendance supervisor, technology director, special
educationdirectors, adult education director, elementary and secondary supervisors and
principals. Support for this plan was approved by the board of education and the budget also
reflected this support.




Dickson County TechnologyPlan 2006 - 2010 Page 3
Collaboration among Educators - Component #1, Page # 10 CIMP

Dickson County Schools encouragesthe collaboration of educators through the annuat and
ongoing needs assessment at each school. This process is facilitated by the principal through
work with his/her teacher committee to evaluate all needs of the school for both the physical
plant as well as the curriculum. The ongoing collaborationamong teachers is facilitated by means
of grade level planning that incorporates the library (media center) teacher to make effectiveuse
of all the schools resources, including technology. The committee's recommendations are used by
the principal as he/she works annuallywith the district administratorsto develop policy and
budgetary priorities for each upcoming school year.

Collaboration with Community Partners - Component #1, Page # 10 CIMP

Dickson County Schoolsmakes extensive use of "Education Edge™ in a partnership adopted by
the Dickson County Chamber of Commerce. The Education Edge steering committee works with the
Chamber, local industry and the School System to identify, promote, contributeto and supplement
programs taught within the schools that target identified needs of local industry. The Education Edge
Steering Committee has been in place and meeting monthly for six years. The committee is comprised
of one person from each of the State identified occupational clusters.

Plan for the Future - Consponent #3 & #4, Pages 14. 15, 20 & 52 Extended Contract Plan &
Compuonent # 5 TCSPP

Analyses of the data indicated three major areas of need for technology support. Specific actions
were developed with consultation between the technology staff, Extensive Technologies,
administration, and other interested parties. These areas of need are addressed INnthe 2006 - 2007
school year system budgets.

Immediate Needs:
1. Develop atool for better communication between instructional support staff and the
technology services staff.
2. Provide multimediainstructional tools for teachers.
3. Develop areplacement cycle for aging computersin schools.

Long Range Needs:
1. Replacement of software - application software to web-based software.
2. Continuing to replace computers on a timely schedule.
3. Provide software and network applicationsthat advance instruction, interest, and provide
for student safety.

Timeline of the Plan - Nurative Page # 3

Theplan developed covers three school years beginning with the fall of 2006 and ending with the
spring of 2010. Many projects included in the three year time span had their origins and part of their
funding prior to the fall of 2006. Many projects have their inception during the timeline but will not be
compieted untl a later date.
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Implementation of the Plan - Nawative page #3

Each area of need will be addressed by the beginning of the 2006-07 school year and effortswill

be initiated to sustainthe improvementeffort.

1. Purchase of a help desk software {Groupl.ink) to provide a communication tool between
instructional staff and technology services staff.

2. Utilize tech coaches at school sites to support the integration of technology in the instructional
program.

3. Working with vendors to develop a multimedia cart that provides a computer, projector,
document camera, monitor, speakers, and network capabilityto supportthe instructional
program With technology.

4 .Develop a plan for renewing computers over time on an on-going basis. An overall goal will
be a three year cycle for replacement.

Responsible Parties

John Gum - the Attendance Director has the responsibility for the implementation of the plan as
it relates to studentmanagement softwareand state reporting requirements. Attendancewill be
reflected In data presented In the TCSPP and other required documentation supporting funding
for the local system.

Pat Semore - the Career and Technical/Technology Director is responsible for the oversight and
implementation of all Career and Technical programs incorporating technology and for
developing with the school principal staff development appropriateto the Career and Technical
program needs. Equipment, training and other needs will reflect the Perkins Career and Technical
plan. In addition, the Technology Director will implement the overall program improvement plan
working with technology staff, vendors/contractors, Principals, instructional staffs, supervisors,
the Director of Schoolsand the Board of Education. Data from the TCSPP will reflect needs that
will drive the improvement plan. Emphasiswill note needs as presented in the Continuous
Improvement Mentoring Process for special education learnersreflected by TCSPP data.

Vivian McCord - Federal Projects Director is responsibleto coordinate each effort in such a way
that all Federal Guidelines are met and all studentsare giventhe proper support to make them
successful. In addition, Federal Projects provides and supervisors many of the in-service
activities for insttuctional staff The director will assure that trainingwill meet the needs as
outlined in the TCSPP and Federal Consolidated Plan.

The School Principal - is responsible for working with the Attendance, Technology, Career and
Technical or other directors as appropriate to provide meaningful teacher in-service for that
school's staff In-service will reflect needs as presented in the TCSPP, Federal Consolidated Plan,
Special Education's Continuous Improvement Mentoring Process, and the Perkins Career and

Technical Plan.
+ LilaMeek - Stuart-BumsElementary

+ Malissa Johnson- Charlotte Elementary
+ Crysti Sheley - Centennial Elementary

* RayLeCemte - Charlotte Middle

+ Karen Willey - New Directions Academy
* Devin Sisco - Dickson Elementary
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+ Johnny Chandler- Dickson Middle
» Ed Littleton - Dickson County High
» DebbieBogden - The Discovery School
* Janie Thomas - Oakmont Elementary
+ Rachel Weaver - Vanleer Elementary
+ Gail Mosley - white Bluff Elementary
+ Louise Buchanan = William James Middle
« Janie Jones - Creek Wood High

Goals and Obj ectives = Component #4 & #5 papes 33, 54, 58, 63, & 64 - Narrative page | & Component #3 & #4 pages
14, 15, 29, 52 Extended Contract Plan & Component #5 TCSPP, Extended Contact Plan

1. Access to information through technology will be provided to all students on an equal basis.
2. Professional staff will be knowledgeablein the use o f the technology.

3. Teachers will have the technological tools to provide the highest quality educational program
possible within budget limits.
Fav)
4. Teachersand administrators will use technology to access management informationto make
effective decisions and maximize the use of school resources.

5. Organizeand coordinate the growth of technology to the goals of a modern classroom.

Curricula and Teaching that Integrate Technology - Narrative Page # 2 & Page4

Dickson County schools have adopted system-wide the Compass Learning solution for
grades K& as well as the alternative school beginning in 1996. Thiswas done after reviewing a
number of software solutions to enhance the curriculum and integrate the use of technology to
supportthe instruction delivered. Compass Learning Software is in the planning stages o fa
replacement cycle. The plan may lead to a web-based solutionto this learning platform. The
same process was followed at the 9-12 grade level where a committee ofteachers recommended
the adoption of the Plato Learning system. In 2003 Plato was converted © a web-based solution
which proved this configuration's value. Compass Learningand Plato Learing provides Dickson
County with the scientifically-based research proven applicationsand objective procedures to
obtain reliable and valid knowledgerelevant to educational activities and programs. Accelerated
Reader softwareis used at the elementary and middle school to encourage and document reading.
Again, AR inis need of reconfiguration to a web-based platform. Long - range planning has
noted the need for software package platform change but funding levels will need to be
expanded. To meet the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act, Compass and Plato
Learning:
o Employs precise and practical methods that draw on observation or experiment.
¢ Involves data analyses adequate to test stated hypotheses and justify general conclusions
drawn.
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o Relies on measurements or observationalmethods that provide valid data across
evaluators, multiple measurementsand

o Is evaluated using experimental designs in which individuals, entities, programs, or
activities are assigned different conditions and with controls to evaluate the effects, with
random assignment

o Ensures experimental studies are presented in sufficient detail and systematically on
findings.

o Has been accepted by a peer reviewjournal or approved panel of independent experts.

In addition to the Compass, Plato, and Accelerated Reader programs, several schools
have also adopted Accelerated Math, SkillsBank is used at Charlotte Middle and William James
Middle. All elementary and middle schools use Think Link assessmentsto identifyand evaluate
student needs supportinginstruction and standardized testing.

Increasing Accessibility

The infrastructure for technology has grown since the beginning of the building program to
include:

1. A wide area network connecting each school

2. Instructional softwarethat is provided by the network services

3. All classrooms, labs, and offices have network connect ability

Infrastructure planning for the future includes changing the wireless network to a
complete fiber optic network and increasingthe internet bandwidth from the level at the beginning of
2006 of 6 Mb to 12Mb at the beginning of the 2007 year. These changes provide the technology
backbone to support many advanced instructional activities. Packages such as web-based AR, Compass
Learning, Distance Learning,and Internet activities may increasewith increesed infrastructure
capabilities.

Equity - Novrative page # 2

With one of the goals of the Dickson County long range plan being "equal educational
opportunities for all students" a plan that represents the needs expressed from teacher and
administrator surveys has been developed. This plan brings all schools near the same level of
technology services. Each school will have at least one computer lab, (accomplished Spring
2006}, all classroom will have connectivity (accomplished 2001 school year), all computers will
be adequate per the required instructional need (process started in Fall 2005 and continuing) and
all teachers and appropriate staff will be issued the needed equipmentand offered training to
make effective use of the equipmentprovided. An effort will continue to provide servicesand
fund improvementsthat reflect all schoolsfairly and all grade level appropriately.
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Professional Development - Component #4 page 34. nartative page #3 @ Narrative Page # 13

All schools have yearly teacher in-service to advance their skill in not only using the
technology provided but in integratingthe program into their regular instruction. The technology
staff offer mini - classes on basic computer usage and software. Federal Projects provides Intel
Teach to the Future to teachers to provide integration support for technology usage in the
classroom to supportinstruction.

Budget - Lol Consolidaied Appication for NCLB Funding, Narrative page #20 & 21

Current Technology Department Budget for 2006-2007: (like budget requests will be anticipated for
2007 -08, 2008-09 and 2009-10)

+  Computer replacement  $200,000.00

+  Repair $30,000.00
* Supportand services $200,000.00
*  Prof. Development $10,000.00

Future Budget: Computer replacement is the item most desired to “keepthe plan ontrack”.
Regular m(?nies to maintain and support the system will be part of future budgets and has been
anticipated.

Interoperability

Within the development of the long range plan for Dickson Goutty Schools several
standards were adopted for both hardware and software for the school district. Network
interoperability was facilitated by using the Novell networking operating system using a switched
Ethernet network. All PCs purchased are Dell and are bought off available State and District
contracts. All elementary and middle schoolshave adopted the Accelerated Reader program as
well as the Compass Learning system. The high schools have adopted the Plato leaning system.
The use of these standardized instructional tools coupled with the wide-area network hes allowed
the school system to become transparentto the student, in that as a student moves from one
f,thOI to another the student instructional record and track of progress is constantly available to

im/her.

Leadership

The school principal is the focus of instructional leadership for each school. This is
facilitated by his/her administrativeplanning of teacher in-service that includes the use of
technology in the instructional program, the use of student management systems, and the teacher
evaluation process that looks for and encouragesthe effective use of technology in the
instructional process. Additionally, teachers are encouraged to make full use of the software
based student learning system at each school.




